Rhee, Seongha. 2012. Persistence and division of labor in grammaticalization: The case of out of and from in English. Linguistic Research 29(3), 461-484. English preposition from and the secondary preposition out-of are essentially identical in terms of their functions of marking the point of departure, i.e. ablative. Despite the shared commonalities, however, the two prepositions exhibit a range of differences. Of intriguing relationship among polysemies of out-of is one of antonymy noted in Rhee (1996 Rhee ( , 2000 , where out-of can mark 'association' as well as 'privation' or 'dissociation'. Unlike out-of, from does not exhibit such semantic versatility, and the usage closest to 'dissociation' of from is designating an object that needs to be separated for the sake of protection or prevention. This research is an endeavor to look into the factors that enable and limit the range of functions of these near-synonymous prepositions. The limiting factors are largely due to the fact that out-of developed from a periphrasis with the compositional meaning from the motional/directional adverbial out and directional preposition of, whereas the original adjectival/adverbial 'forward' meaning of from engendered 'onward', 'on the way', 'away', etc., and underwent categorial shift into a preposition. The fact that source constructions of grammatical markers not only affect the change but also determine the path and the result strongly supports the source determination hypothesis. A comparison of the two forms reveals interesting aspects with respect to principles and mechanisms in grammaticalization, including (i) semantic persistence, (ii) functional specialization, (iii) perspective shifts, (iv) subjectification, (v) categorial and semantic divergence, among others. (Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)
Introduction
Prepositions (and adpositions, in general) grammaticalize from diverse sources through a variety of enabling mechanisms (Heine 1997 , Heine et al. 1991 , Svorou 1986 , Kuteva & Sinha 1994 , Rhee 2004a , 2004b . Prepositions as a grammatical category constitute an important element of grammar in English because they are one of the most exploited grammatical formants ever since the more extensively used case inflectional systems in Old and Middle English were largely replaced by them. It is for this reason that prepositions encode an array of grammatical notions specifying the semantic and grammatical functions played by the noun phrases they are affixed to (Rhee 2004b: 398) .
The state of affairs of English prepositions shows that there are eight prepositions among the top twenty frequency items; that there are twenty prepositions (out of the total of 404 preposition entries in Oxford English Dictionary (OED)) among the top 100 frequency items; that there are about forty items in active use in contemporary English; that the top twenty prepositions account for 94% of entire prepositional uses; and that among the top twenty high-frequency prepositions with recognizable source lexemes, the spatial nouns are the primary source (e.g. for, about, after, without; Rhee 2004a ). This is a direct reflection of the fact that prepositions are an important grammatical category in contemporary English.
The analysis of the two prepositions from and out of (the latter written as out-of hereafter for typographical clarity) begins with an aim to address the common misconception that the two are synonyms. This misconception is largely due to the simplistic characterization at the early stage of English education, but the differences are rarely investigated even at the advanced stages. An investigation of their detailed usage reveals a range of differences, which, from the light of grammaticalization theory, provide interesting implications as to the persisting effect of the source meanings.
The objectives of this paper is three-fold: to compare the grammaticalization processes of for and out-of to ascertain the extent of commonalities; to identify the subtleties that lie beyond the abstractions in lexicography; and to identify the causes of the semantic subtleties with respect to grammaticalization sources.
The organization of this paper is as follows: Section 2 presents preliminaries for the analysis; Section 3 presents semantic designations of the two prepositions including the semantic extension patterns and semantic networks; Section 4 presents comparisons of the two prepositions focusing on their differences; Section 5 discusses diverse theoretical issues, such as their sources, the persistence principle, the specialization principle, subjectification, and grammaticalization mechanisms; and Section 6 summarizes and concludes the paper.
Preliminaries: from and out-of
English preposition from and the secondary preposition out-of are essentially identical in terms of their functions of marking the point of departure, i.e. ablative, as shown in (1): (1) a. He fell from the throne. ('point of departure') b. He fell out of the throne. ('point of departure') Despite the shared commonalities, however, the two prepositions have a range of differences. Of intriguing relationship among polysemies of out-of is one of antonymy noted in Rhee (1996 Rhee ( , 2000 , where out-of can mark 'association' as well as 'privation' or 'dissociation' as shown in (2):
(2) a. I asked out of curiosity. ('with curiosity' 'association') b. His behavior was out of decorum. ('without decorum' 'dissociation') Unlike out-of, from does not exhibit such semantic versatility, and the usage closest to (2b), i.e. 'dissociation', is the usage of designating an object that needs to be separated for the sake of protection or prevention as exemplified in (3): (3) a. This jacket will keep you from the cold. ('protection against') b. You need a break from your work occasionally. ('stay away from') A historical investigation reveals interesting aspects of the two prepositions that merit discussion from the grammaticalization perspective.
Semantic designations: Extensions and networks

Semantic extension
Since linguistic forms are incessantly exposed to meaning negotiation, word meanings are inevitably subject to constant, albeit gradual, change. And since the gradual change does not involve discrete leaps where the newly created meanings replace the former meanings, the meanings of a linguistic form tend to retain the old and new meanings. The cumulative nature of semantic change is responsible for the formation of closely related extension patterns and networks. In this respect semantic networks are fundamentally metonymic.
The two prepositions from and out-of originated from very different sources, i.e. from from "forward" and out-of from "exit and away" and "outside and away". The semantic designations of from and out-of as listed in OED are diverse, yet show a close metonymic relation among them. Based on the semantic labels in OED, a hypothetical semantic extension pattern of the two prepositions may be represented as Figure 1 , in which the bold-faced designations are the labels shared by the two prepositions. and out-of (consolidated)
Semantic networks
Despite the fact that the effect of semantic change is cumulative, not all former meanings are retained and certain meanings do disappear. A diagrammatic representation of extension patterns largely based on intuitive reconstruction of the available semantic designations of from is as shown in Figure 2 , superimposed on Figure 1 , with the attested labels in shaded circles. As shown in Figure 3 , out-of also exhibits a considerable degree of semantic overlap, which again demonstrates the close relationship between from and out-of to the point of (near-)synonymy. However, as is also obvious from the diagram, the two prepositions are not synonymous in that there are semantic designations that are not covered by both prepositions. As shall be discussed more in detail in 4.2, even those shared labels do show subtle differences between the two prepositions.
Diachronic development of semantic designations
A historical investigation of semantic designations for the two prepositions reveals that the emergence of semantic designations does not follow the intuitively-appealing reconstructed pattern in Figures 2 and 3 . The designations, following the labels as indicated in the June 2012 web-accessible OED edition, can be summarized as in Table 1 .
When the diachronic emergence patterns of semantic designations of from and out-of are diagrammatically presented, where the approximate time of the first attested usage is inserted onto the previously presented diagrams, the resultant diagrams are as shown in Figures 4 and 5 , respectively. 
Differences in designations
When we compare the semantic labels and semantic domains that show differences between the two prepositions, two general categories can be set up: one consisting of those that are attested in from only, and the other consisting of those that are attested in out-of only. The following examples are those that belong to the first category (hereafter, emphasis added for improved prominence): (4) As shown in (4), the meanings relating to starting points (spatial, temporal and abstract), replacement, recurrence, difference, agent and model are all currently in use associated with from. It is obvious that replacement of from with out-of in these examples renders them either ungrammatical or awkward with the intended meaning.
On the other hand, the second category is exemplified in the following examples: (5) As shown in (5), the meanings relating to exit, outer side, excess, deviation, place of operation, discontinuance are all currently in use associated with out-of. As was the case with from, the replacement of out-of with from in the examples in (5) will result in ungrammaticality or awkwardness.
Common labels with semantic subtleties
There are semantic labels and domains that are shared between from and out-of which, however, upon closer look, reveals delicate semantic subtleties. The usages in this category are largely responsible for the common misconception that the two prepositions form a synonymy relation. They are illustrated in the following: The two examples illustrate the use of from and out-of with reference to movement. However, the difference is obvious in that from makes reference to the point (i.e. 'porch'), whereas out-of, the contained space (i.e. 'the car'). Furthermore, the use of from is more idiomatized in the form of 'from x to y' as shown in the absence of articles in the NPs represented by x and y; whereas the phrasal construction 'out of x into y' involves x and y in the form of full NP with articles. This shows that the human conceptualization of traversal involves 'from point A to point B', rather than 'out of space A into space B'. The two examples illustrate the use of from and out-of with reference to distance. This is closely related to the previously discussed case of spatial movement. Further, the similarity lies in the fact that from points to a point (a location of 'mountains'), whereas out-of points to a bounded space (a city named 'Las Cruces'). The examples in (8) denote destitution or absence of something from an object designated by from and out-of. In an exact parallelism with the previous cases, from makes reference to an abstract entity as a point ('purpose'), which contrasts with out-of that refers to a state as a space ('appetite'). The examples in (9) are similar to those in (8) in that they both make reference to absence, but are different in that these examples carry more dynamic senses, i.e. 'removal' which involves causative force. The use of from in 'separated from' and that of out-of in 'out of their emotional birthrights' seem to be partly lexical idiosyncrasies. Further, in the case of from, it refers to the outer surface or circumference (i.e. that of a location named Mékrán), whereas in the case of out-of, it refers to an abstract entity with contents in it ('emotional birthrights'). The examples in (11) refer to the physical sources. While from designates the source point of reproductive generation, out-of designates the pure source location. As long as physical reproduction does not involve the direct physical preservation (i.e. bones and flesh) of the parent (though it involves transmission of genes), the use resembles the use of from in 'material' exemplified in (10). The function of marking the abstract source by the two prepositions, exemplified in (12), may have been considerably neutralized. In other words, the two examples seem to allow replacement of the preposition without any perceivable loss of their semantics. It is suspected that the expressions 'draw a conclusion from/out-of premises' and 'translate out-of/from A into B' seem to be lexical idiosyncrasies associated with 'draw conclusion' and 'translate'. A very close relationship between the two prepositions is also shown with the 'membership' meaning exemplified in (13). Though not perfectly synonymous, the two prepositions in this function seem to be interchangeable. The meaning of out-of in (13b) is close to that of from among. This suggests that out-of is typically used with the internal visibility of the source object. The examples in (14) illustrate the function of marking the cause by from and out-of. Despite this apparent functional similarity, the two prepositions show a difference as evidenced by the fact that they are not interchangeable. This strongly suggests that the expressions 'suffer from' and 'out of neglect' are instances of lexical idiosyncrasies. The reason/ground-marking function of the two prepositions is exemplified in (15). However, the two prepositions do not seem to be interchangeable. The use of from in (15a) resembles the 'speech act' usage of causals (Sweetser 1990) and cannot be replaced with out-of. The use of out-of in 'out of curiosity' seems to be a lexical idiosyncrasy. The differences of the two may be characterized as: from refers to the point of departure for reasoning, whereas out-of refers to the carryover from the source space. (16) The final category relates to the function of motive-marking. Despite their apparent similarity, there is an asymmetry in that in (16a) from may be replaced with out-of without any substantial change in meaning, whereas out-of in (16b) cannot be replaced with from. It is also suspected that the expressions 'from motives' or 'out of compliment' are lexical idiosyncrasies.
The foregoing illustration points to two things: that the similarities in label assignment are often superficial and at a deeper level there are considerable differences; and that there are many instances of lexical idiosyncrasy, i.e. certain expressions are entrenched and are often fossilized. The first point is related to the limitation that is inherent in using category labels, which, by nature, need to be comprehensive enough to encompass dissimilar cases. The second point is related to the fact that grammatical items in their developmental stages tend to have strong tendencies to form constructions with particular lexical items.
Discussion
We have looked at the diverse semantic aspects of from and out-of by closely comparing them. We now turn to the discussion of some issues that have bearings on the grammaticalization theory.
Grammaticalization sources
According to the illustrations as provided by OED and elsewhere, the two prepositions show that they originated from very different sources. For instance, from is among the oldest grams in English. The lexemes related to OE (vram, vrom, fromme, frome, from) are in Old Saxon (fram), Old High German (fram), Gothic (fram), and Old Norse (frá) (OED; e-version 06/2012). The primary meaning of these cognate lexemes was "forward" (also related to adjective forme 'former, early'). OED states: "From the sense 'forward' were developed those of 'onward', 'on the way', 'away', whence the transition to the prepositional use is easy." (OED; e-version 06/2012).
The earliest example denotes "departure or moving away, governing a noun which indicates a point of departure or place whence motion takes place" (OED). This is well exemplified in the following:
(17) Her for se here from Lindesse to Hreopedune.
"Then the army journeyed from Lindsee to Reptow" (Anglo-Saxon Chron. ann. 874, OED)
On the other hand, the preposition out-of is, without doubt, a periphrastic form consisting of out and of. According to OED, out is a merge of two distinct words OE ūt and ūte ("up, out", "outside") in late Middle English, and the primary meaning of of is "from" and "away from". Some of the earliest examples of out-of are exemplified in the following (both taken from OED): 
On persistence and the source determination hypothesis
It is noteworthy that the two prepositions exhibit a range of differences which may be the result of their having originated from different sources. The differences in source semantics are well illustrated in the fact that their semantic developments, and consequently in the synchronic semantic distribution patterns, are based on the image schemata from the source semantics.
For instance, the development of from shows viewpoint changes as diagrammatically presented in (19): (19) Image Schemata of from a. "forward" b. "from" (objective observer)
c. "from" (subjective observer)
On the other hand, the development of out-of from a compositional source, i.e. out and of, is well illustrated in the fact that they have two basic meanings: "up and away" and "outside and away". The two image schemata are as shown in (20a) From the foregoing illustration, it is obvious that the two prepositions have one fundamental difference: from is conceptualized with reference to "a point", whereas out-of, "a contained space". This is well illustrated in an 18th century example, in which the two prepositions occur simultaneously, as in (21): (21) Peter starting from his seat, and snatching up the lamp, rushed out of the dungeon. 1790 A. W. Radcliffe Sicilian Romance I. vi. 229
The limiting factors are largely due to the fact that out-of developed from a periphrasis with the compositional meaning from the motional/directional adverbial out and directional preposition of, whereas the original adjectival/adverbial 'forward' meaning of from engendered 'onward', 'on the way', 'away', etc., and underwent categorial shift into a preposition.
It is noteworthy in this context that, since out in out-of has the traversal meaning, out-of is not suitable with an aperture landmark (cf. Bolinger 1971 , Lindstromberg 1998 , as shown in (22) Incidentally, Tyler & Evans (2003) classify out-of as a 'bounded marks' preposition, but proposes the schema where a trajector is located outside a bounded space as the source schema. This analysis based on 'dissociation' is obviously problematic for the emergence of 'association' senses.
Since the semantics of the source lexeme persists even long after the forms have advanced in grammaticalization, this is an excellent exemplar of the 'persistence' principle (Hopper 1991) . Furthermore, the fact that source constructions of grammatical markers not only affect the change but also determine the path and the result strongly supports the source determination hypothesis (Bybee et al. 1994 ).
On specialization
As was illustrated in the foregoing discussion, out-of has mixed uses of two merged source schemata. Bennet (1975) states that out-of contrasts with into (contra in), a position that contrasts with the characterization of 'negative locative interior' (Leech 1969: 163) . However, any characterization of out-of, if not considering its double-faced nature, is bound to fail. The "absence" or "privation" meaning associated with out-of is the vestige of Source schema (20b), whereas the strong "association" meaning of out-of is the vestige of Source schema (20a). In terms of the function, the "absence" or "privation" marking is largely 'specialized' (Hopper 1991) by out-of, since such function is not developed in from.
The two prepositions exhibit differences in terms of use frequency as well, a straightforward indicator of the level of specialization. According to the MICASE Corpus, developed by the University of Michigan, the token frequency of from is 4,742, whereas that of out-of is 757. This is in consonance with the prediction that as the grammaticalization process proceeds the form becomes shorter ('phonological attrition'; Lehmann 2002 Lehmann [1982 ) and the use frequency increases ('high textual frequency of target'; Heine 1994) . At the global level, the preposition from is more specialized than out-of.
At a more local level, specialization shows different aspects. For instance, for use as a temporal departure-point marker only from is used (for durative) (contra out-of). For use as a marker of cause, out-of is more common than from. This has to do with the fact that, as Lindstromberg (1998) points out, emotion is conceptualized as space than as a point. In addition, for use as a marker of material (constituent/ingredient), out-of is more vivid than from, as shown in (23) (Lindstromberg 1998: 282) :
(23) a. Cheese is made from milk.
b. Cheese is made out of milk.
On subjectification
Since the now-classic Traugott's (1982) exposition on semantic-pragmatic tendencies, which dealt with speaker involvement in semantic change, the notion of 'subjectification' has been widely resorted to for explaining the semantic change accompanying grammaticalization. The notion can be summarized as: "Meanings based in the external described situation become meanings based in the internal (evaluative/ perceptual/cognitive) situations" (Traugott & König 1991: 208) . Traugott (1982 Traugott ( , 1988 and Traugott & König (1991) further claim that the subjectification process is unidirectional. Rhee (2004b Rhee ( , 2007 suggests that in grammaticalization of English prepositions, subjectification as a mechanism occurs most frequently in projecting the speaker's attitude, evaluative judgment, and epistemic causality relation to linguistic forms, e.g., for originally referred to a place or location in front of something, but it later became a marker of benefit. It means that an entity in front of someone is viewed as if it is there for the benefit of the person, a clear instance of subjective judgment on a state.
Likewise, in terms of the two prepositions under the current discussion, subjectification is apparent in the individual cases of development as shown in (24) 
On mechanisms
As was noted with reference to semantic networks, semantic extension is non-linear. This is a natural consequence of the state of affairs of language that emergence of a new meaning does not occur at the cost of the preexisting meaning but it enriches the meaning by being added to it. Therefore, when diverse meanings are simultaneously available, there is nothing that compels a newly emerging meaning to be based on the meaning that developed latest. Multi-linearity enables synchronic coexistence of near-antonymous meanings ('association' vs. 'separation') with the lexical support from the cooccurring words.
Also notable in this context is that metaphorical extension does not occur in a linear manner. For instance, considering that the extension patterns that seemingly can be best analyzed as instances metaphorization, i.e. the senses "spatial starting point" (SPACE), "temporal starting point" (TIME), and "abstract starting point" (QUALITY or other) of from, are all attested in the earliest OE period. Furthermore, there are instances where supposedly later meaning in terms of the metaphorical extension directionality actually occurs earlier. For instance, the "cause" meaning of from is fundamentally more concrete as it refers to more mechanical and/or tangible relations, whereas the "reason, ground" meaning is more abstract as it refers to a process involving human's subjective reasoning. However, the earliest attestation of the "cause" meaning dates from 1600, whereas that of the "reason, ground" meaning dates from 1000.
All this points to the fact that semantic networks may well represent the synchronic states of affairs of the mental lexicon where all associated meanings, regardless of the historical depth of each, form a cognitively well-motivated structure, which, however, may not be representations of chronological emergence patterns.
Conclusion
This paper looked into the semantic structures of the near-synonymous preposition pair, from and out-of. It showed that despite superficial similarities of their semantic designations, the two prepositions exhibit differences, clearly from semantic categories and subtly from detailed focus differences and nuances. It also argued that the semantic/functional differences are largely due to the differences in their sources. According to their differences, they show different levels of specialization in and across sub-functions. The paper also suggests that the grammaticalization paths show subjectification (from & out-of), perspective shifts (from), subjectification (from & out-of) , and categorial and semantic divergence (albeit, superficial) between the two prepositions.
An in-depth analysis of near-synonymous pairs provides valuable insights as to their 'divergence' and 'convergence' patterns (Lee 2012) , where seemingly synonymous pairs in fact form elegant networks of division of labor, termed specialization. Convergence, for its neutralizing effect ('levelling' 'paradigmatic integration' 'paradigmaticization'; Lehmann 2002 Lehmann [1982 : 120), may obliterate the differences and make the pair appear more identical in function. However, its counter-force of divergence may constantly look for functional niches in which each form may assume supremacy in subfunctions.
